Introduction
Forms of unpaid or 'free' labour across the cultural and creative industries (CCIs) are a well-established topic of academic, public, and policy concern. There are currently high profile interventions in a range of cultural sectors, including visual arts (A-N 2016) and acting (Equity, 2016) , and various policy frameworks (Arts Council England (ACE), 2011) designed to address the prevalence of unpaid work in these sectors. This is against the backdrop of a broader social concern about social mobility and access to professions, of which unpaid labour is seen as a key barrier. This is particularly true with regard to unpaid internships ( de Peuter, Cohen & Brophy, 2015; De Vries 2014) .
In this paper we build on existing research (Mears, 2015; Randle, Forson & Calveley, 2015; Siebert & Wilson, 2013; Umney & Kretsos, 2013; ) , using the CCIs to engage with broader questions about contemporary work. Specifically, we explore precariousness and insecurity in the CCIs by demonstrating how experiences of unpaid labour differ according to people's social class, age and career stage. Unpaid work is one element of what scholars such as Standing (2011) argue is a move to an economic and social system based on more precarious forms of work. We first outline our field of creative work, before discussing the meaning of precariousness and the importance of unpaid labour to this phenomenon.
Cultural work is often seen as a blueprint for the sort of precarious work that has been emerging in other, traditionally high-status and secure, professions (McRobbie, 2016; Ross, 2010) . While there is extensive scholarship critical of the precariousness of the cultural sector, there has been less attention to the distribution and stratification of unpaid work, beyond the important insight that many of the less affluent are excluded from unpaid labour (Perlin, 2011) . Here we offer two insights. First, people's experiences of unpaid labour are mainly based on career stage and age. Second, and more significantly, we show that the stratification of unpaid work by career stage and age is further stratified among new entrants to creative work. While all aspirational CCI workers see unpaid work as an inevitable first step on the way to future, paid, employment, there are striking differences in how this is received between people from different backgrounds. Those from affluent backgrounds describe creative work in the language of self-expression and creative freedom, finding autonomy in particular forms of creative work. These accounts are absent in those without the resources that affluent social origins afford. This latter group are most likely to describe their experiences of unpaid work as exploitative with little sense of autonomy, while knowing the most "beneficial" forms, such as the unpaid internship in London, were closed to them. Thus we conclude that the stratification of unpaid work according to social origin means that unpaid work is experienced as creative freedom for those with resources; for the rest it is exploitation. The analysis agrees with McRobbie's (2016) highlighting of the class dynamics of precarious cultural work, and further suggests the need for attention to class inequalities in future research on unpaid labour precariousness. Moreover, these class dynamics are important in understanding how middle class professions engage in the sorts of precarious working practices that are associated with working class occupations. Demonstrating the social distribution of benign accounts of unpaid work, and thus the stratification of unpaid work as a form of precariousness, challenges meritocratic narratives of the cultural sector.
Cultural work, pay, and precariousness
Cultural work is often seen as an exemplar of precariousness. Unpaid or free work stands out as a core characteristic. The relationship between occupations in the CCIs and precariousness is partially a result of the structures of CCIs, partially of the blurring of work and life in creative vocations, and partially of broader social and economic changes associated with CCI policy.
While the literature on both CCIs, and the specific dynamics of work within CCIs, is vast, the boundaries of what constitutes working in the CCIs are less clear than in other occupational sectors. First, there are questions of which occupations and industries are included. The official UK classification has changed over time (Campbell, O'Brien & Taylor, 2019) , most notably with the inclusion and exclusion of IT.
Second, however, there are questions of what "counts" as work within even "core creative" jobs, such as artists, musicians, and actors. Do we include someone who describes themselves as a musician and has received occasional pay for performance, but whose main paid work is as a clerk? Do we include someone who has described themselves as a photographer for a year, but has not had any paid work in that time?
This issue is highlighted in different ways by both Duffy (2018) and Morgan & Nelligan (2018) . Duffy focuses on aspiring fashion bloggers, a group including people who never received payment for their work, with the hoped-for monetisation never arriving; nonetheless, these participants thought of themselves as creative workers.
The boundaries around work were often fuzzy: participants would attend events for which they were not being paid -not-quite-leisure events -to raise their profiles in the hope of leveraging further work. Participants recognised these events as work, albeit unpaid. By contrast, Morgan & Nelligan's participants were mostly paid for their work, but in a wide range of different roles; their precariousness was characterised by a mandated flexibility, unable to develop as specialists in individual roles as a Taylorist account of work might imply.
Here, we distinguish by labour contract: between those who are freelancersincluding both those who are paid for their work beforehand, such as being cast in a production and being paid for time on stage, and those who are paid for their work retrospectively, such as selling a painting -and those who have a longer-term arrangement (cf Gerber 2017 on differing forms of employment status for artists).
Within contract types, we distinguish between those who are in fixed-term and permanent roles, and those whose contracts describe part-time and full-time hours, while recognising that the hours people work are rarely limited to those for which they are paid. These contractual differences accompany different occupational cultures, and different experiences of work and inequalities. Recent work has sought to apply historical (Banks 2017) , gender (Conor, Gill & Taylor 2015) , class (O'Brien, Laurison, Miles & Friedman, 2016) and race (Saha, 2016) lenses to questions of cultural occupations. There has recently been significant academic interest in specific areas of CCI work. These include media (Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2011) , arts management (Dubois, 2016) , ICT (Gill, 2002 (Gill, , 2010 , fashion (McRobbie, 2016) , Screenwriting (Conor, 2014) , and advertising (Koppman, 2016) , to name a few examples. Alongside issues associated with working conditions, research has focused on the dynamics of "getting in" and "getting on" in CCIs, exploring barriers of class (Eikhof & Warhurst, 2012; Friedman, O'Brien & Laurison, 2017; Randle et al, 2015) , education (e.g. Allen, 2014; Banks & Oakley, 2015; Bull, 2014; Scharff, 2015; Siebert and Wilson 2013) and social networks (Nelligan, 2015) . While what it means to "get in" and "get on" vary-in some fields, the focus is on getting a job and getting promoted, while in others it consists of working in high-status projects - were all seen to be sweeping economy and society in modernity (see also Morgan & Nelligan, 2018) .
It is useful to explore the links between unpaid work and precariousness. In an overview of the meaning of precariousness, Standing (2014) sets out the characteristics of those living with precarious conditions. For Standing, precariousness is defined by unstable labour conditions, a lack of occupational narrative, high levels of unremunerated work (including work preparation and retraining), high levels of education relative to their jobs, low levels of non-wage benefits such as holiday or sickness pay, high levels of debt and associated financial uncertainty, and a reconfigured form of citizenship rights with regard to access to both benefits and public services (Standing, 2014, p. 10) . Meanwhile, in their study of freelance web journalists in Paris and New York, and workers in Boston, Vallas and Christin (2018) explore precariousness as a development of Foucault's (2008) understanding of human capital, with the individual actor as an economic enterprise in their own right, with increasing governmental power resting on arrangements premised on the workers in question representing homo economicus.
Although moves towards codifying precariousness as an underlying common characteristic of a social class have been subject to debate and critique (see Paret 2016 for a summary of recent discussions), and the differences between Northern and Southern global experiences of precariousness are important (McRobbie, 2016; Scully, 2016) . it is clear that there is much in precariousness that chimes with contemporary creative work.
However, there are also characteristics of the 'ideal type' precarious worker that do not fit. Often cultural jobs exhibit strong senses of occupational and vocational identity, whether specialized work in film or television, or the more general sense of self and identity that derives from working as an actor or an artist.
The role of education is also important; for Standing, one thing common to members of the precariat is the disconnect between their educational qualifications and their working conditions, with a feeling that they were promised something not delivered.
However, for those cultural workers who also went through vocational training, such as an art school or a conservatoire, there is a stronger homology between one's identity, reinforced through professional training, and their work, however exploitative or irregular (Scharff, 2018) .
Creative workers are therefore not over-educated for their jobs; rather, their jobs are under-remunerated relative to other jobs demanding similar levels of education. In addition, the lens of precariousness as a unifying force for the emergence of a potential new social class may draw attention away from important variations of the social distribution of this phenomenon within occupations. These are most notably along the axis of more traditional forms of class, as understood as social and economic origin, and age or career stage.
With these notes of caution in mind, we can turn to a definition of precariousness more specific to the CCIs. DePeuter, building on scholars such as Gill and Pratt (2008) and McRobbie (2016) , has done much to develop the idea of precariousness via-a-vis creative work. He understands precariousness as 'existential, financial, and social insecurity exacerbated by the flexiblization of labour associated with post-Fordism. Freelancing, contract work, solo self-employment, temporary work, and part-time jobs are among its paradigmatic employment arrangements. ' (DePeuter, 2014, p. 32) , with specific elements of passionate work and exploitation (drawing on McRobbie, 2016), low pay and internships (drawing on Ross, 2010 and Perlin, 2011) , and being 'always on' (Gill, 2010) . Here the question of pay, or lack thereof, is central to understanding the meaning of precariousness in creative jobs.
In this context we note Fast, Ornebring and Karlsson's (2016) critique of free labour being used indiscriminately, because 'pushing the like button on Facebook is a different form of free labor than being deeply involved in the development of a new electronic game' (Fast et al, 2016, p. 965) and that 'the ambiguity of the free labor concept no doubt contributes to its scholarly appeal, as it pinpoints the fact that a lot of labor performed in relation to media commodities (e.g. films, games, novels, music, TV shows, and news) is done for free (i.e. without monetary compensation).'
We distinguish forms of free work in two ways. The first is whether people are working for free in settings where other people are being paid for their work, such as undertaking unpaid internships in the hope of being paid in the future. This can be distinguished from people working for free where nobody else in the (direct) organization is being paid, such as uploading vlogs to YouTube (with the caveat that money might be made for Google), or participating in an unsuccessful profit share.
The second is how proactively people have opted into free work: distinguishing volunteering and pro bono work, for which remuneration is not the goal, from free work that otherwise resembles free work, with the hope of payment in the future.
This echoes Morgan and Nelligan (2018) , who describe their participants' belief that the work they are doing for free will lead to eventual paid work.
Rather than adopt Fast et al's ideal types, we aim to add an empirical support to their theorization, by showing how unpaid work is experienced and narrated differently by different categories of CCI workers. We show how the relationship between precarious and unpaid work is socially distributed.
Here we draw on a recent empirical study by Percival and Hesmondhalgh (2014) . In their survey work, they found differences in attitudes towards free or unpaid labour between film and television workers. Moreover, they contrasted those who were established, longstanding workers who had a negative view of unpaid work and newcomers to both sectors who were either more ambivalent or more willing to highlight the benefits of unpaid labour. Crucially, for the purposes of our analysis, they ground the differences in age and career stage in the 'acceptance on the part of young workers of what they feel to be an inevitability (Percival & Hesmondhalgh, 2014, p. 197) '. This acceptance is related to the identification of the non-financial benefits of unpaid labour, contrasted with older and more established workers' resistance and critiques of the practice.
From this study, and literatures on CCIs and precarity we have reviewed, we derive two research questions. The first is to what extent is working in CCI occupations precarious? We answer this question by using the example of unpaid labour. Second, is unpaid labour, and thus precariousness, in CCIs socially stratified?
We answer this question by highlighting, through survey data, how unpaid labour, or working for free, is seemingly endemic to working life in CCIs, although experience of different forms of working for free is socially stratified. We then use interview data to show how unpaid labour is stratified by class, age and career stage, and suggest that while precariousness may be a common aspect of CCI occupations, its experience and effects are unequally distributed. This answer points to the need to think about strategies for challenging core elements of precariousness, such as unpaid work, when senior, influential social groups experience it as benign or even beneficial.
Methods
We present data from a mixed methods study, involving survey data and follow up interviews with respondents. Survey data were collected over the period 21
September-20 October 2015, via an online survey hosted by the Guardian newspaper's website under the headline "Do you work in the arts, culture, or creative industries? Take our survey on diversity in the sector." Links to the survey were heavily promoted on social media, including tweets from organisations representing workers in a range of cultural industries, such as Equity and the Musicians' Union. The survey consisted of questions on respondents' creative work, their sources of income and outgoings, their attitudes towards the sector(s), their social network, and relevant demographics. The total sample size was 2540, of which an estimated 53 were duplicates; these were identified on the basis of identical responses to free text fields and, where free text fields were not used, when age, browser and postcode coincided identically. Almost all respondents (98%) were based in the UK.
A consequence of the recruitment method is that this is a non-representative sample for inference to the broader population of people working in the CCIs. What the survey does offer is some sense of quantitative data underlying face-to-face interviews: what respondents said in a web form about whether they had been paid for all of the hours they had worked in the past month can be compared with how they describe their experience of work in an interview setting. Moreover, the prevalence of reported unpaid work could be expected to be indicative, as potential respondents were not told that the survey was about unpaid work, there is no reason to think that responses were affected by topic salience.
Respondents to the survey were asked two separate sets of questions about unpaid labour. The first set were around lifetime unpaid labour, while a later question about the number of hours they had worked in the preceding month on their creative work was followed up with a question about whether they had been paid for all of those hours. A large number of responses to the "other" category described working for more hours than they were paid, several explicitly using the phrase "unpaid overtime", while others referred to time spent on projects that did not lead to sales or successful bids, others to pro bono work, and so on.
While the definition of unpaid labour is therefore left broad, the first two categories denote relatively clear instances of the type of exploitative unpaid labour described above, with the latter two being more ambiguous. This combination of questions, then, informs us about a range of different varieties of unpaid labour in creative work, from some types that are endemic across many professional jobs such as working beyond contracted hours, to clear examples of exploitation such as unpaid internships. We focus here on whether respondents have ever worked for free, whether they have ever done an unpaid internship, and whether they were paid for all the hours they worked in the last month.
The section "Survey results" describes how responses to these questions vary across some relevant demographic groups: age group, disability, ethnic group, gender, and social class origin. It also compares different sectors of the CCIs. These results make it clear that working for free is endemic across our survey sample. While there are some small differences between groups -more of our disabled interviewees have worked for free at some stage than those who don't report a disability, and those working in museums and galleries, in advertising and marketing, and in publishing are less likely to have worked for free. The idea that having to work for free in order to get ahead in the sector is a new phenomenon is inaccurate, with almost identical fractions of respondents from different age groups reporting having worked for free at some stage. More interview participants have worked for free than survey respondents, and more white interview participants have worked for free, compared to non-white participants. While there are few differences in whether respondents have worked for free at all, there are some systematic differences in whether respondents have ever done unpaid internships, as detailed in figure 2. The most striking difference is by age, with 47% of under-30s having done an unpaid internship, compared with 6% of over-50s; there are also large gender differences, with far more women having done unpaid internships than men. The other main difference is by sector; a majority of respondents working in film, television, and radio have done unpaid internships, while only a small fraction of respondents working in visual arts have done so. This finding is slightly at odds with recent policy interventions on arts internships (ACE, 2011), although, as we show in the discussion of interview data, there are explanations for these differences. In addition, there are some differences by social origin: those from senior managerial and modern professional backgrounds are far more likely to have done unpaid internships than those from less privileged class backgrounds, and from middle management backgrounds. figure 3 shows how the distribution of having not been paid for all hours worked in the last month varies. The most striking difference is that those sectors where relatively few respondents have done unpaid internships are those sectors where workers are most likely to have worked unpaid in the last month. However, given that the distribution of lifetime unpaid labour is relatively even across different age groups, with the most striking age difference being that younger people are far more likely to have done unpaid internships than older people, the age differences in reporting not having been paid for all hours worked in the last month are noteworthy; 77% of respondents over 50 report having not been paid for all hours worked, compared with 60% of under-30s. This raises questions around whether this reflects genuine inequality in hours worked and hours paid for, or whether the older respondents are more aware of the hours for which they have not been paid.
The problem of unpaid work in CCIs.
The survey results from our respondents suggested that, superficially, working for free, and thus a form of precarity, is a common experience for this sample of CCI workers. However, it has also pointed to some important differences, specifically about the prevalence of internships, and the different experiences of free work by age. We now turn to data from 237 interviews with our survey respondents to more fully answer our research questions and to make two core contributions. First, the seemingly endemic nature of unpaid work masks important differences across CCIs.
And second, those differences are stratified by social origin and age or career stage.
The responses to the question concerning internships gives a good illustration, as do responses about having not been paid for all hours worked: six interviewees illustrate the processes involved here. For all interviewees quoted, we offer details on age, occupational sector, parental background, and where they live, although a small amount of noise has been added to participants' ages to aid anonymity.
First we can see the experience of unpaid work for younger interviewees well captured by Molly, a white, female artist, whose parents were senior managers.
She offers a bleak vision of artistic work, having never been paid for her practice, and having only received money intermittently from the art world for invigilating exhibitions or gallery openings: Here our initial set of data gestures towards important differences in the meaning and experience of unpaid work, particularly by age. It develops the distinction set out by Percival and Hesmondhalgh (2014) , by showing how experiences of unpaid work are also differentiated. We can continue to examine this differentiation, along with pointing towards the role of social class, by turning to consider how our interviewees drew boundaries between work and non-work when thinking about pay.
It is obvious to state that those with more resources are more able to afford unpaid work; this came out strongly in the interview data. What is notable for this discussion are the affordances of age and social class. The older, established middle class origin creative workers were most able to blur life and work in a sustainable way. This was different from our younger, working class origin respondents. These differences, and the narrations of unpaid work attached to them, are an important set of structuring discourses that help to account for the acceptance of unpaid work.
If everyone, regardless of demographic position, is working for free, then it becomes hard to mount direct forms of resistance to the practice. It is just, as one of our older interviewees suggested, that ''There's no way that you get paid to do the arts'.
The ability to resist is socially distributed, demonstrated here by a comment by Anna. Anna's story is of a blurred line between work and not work, and of resistance to free or unpaid labour afforded to those who have been successful: For Anna, this choice was made deliberately. The blurred boundaries between work and life or leisure, alongside the problem of drawing distinctions between underpay, volunteering, or gifting work, are common issues across our dataset. They point to the differing experiences of precarity in CCI work. We have therefore presented an account from someone from an affluent class origin deliberately, so as to set up the subsequent section's focus on the distribution of understandings and experiences of unpaid work by class origin, pointing ultimately towards the differing distribution of precarity itself.
Stratifying unpaid work: the reflexive role of class
Our middle class origin respondents who were earlier in their careers narrated a sense of autonomy and choice over engagements with unpaid work. Our working class origin respondents offered more constrained and pessimistic visions of working life. We turn now to three pairs of accounts to illustrate the classed difference in how unpaid work is stratified. If Anna, in our previous section, gave a tale of unpaid work as a choice related to her developing career, that choice was underpinned by her resources, including home ownership in London. Underpinning that choice is the social position related to social origin, the affordance of social class. Georgie's comment was typical of the middle class origin, younger, respondents: Christine offers a sense of hope of being able to avoid the trap of always working for free and thus ultimately being exploited for others' projects. However, this sense of hope is different from the sense of choice and autonomy described by our younger interviewees from affluent beginnings. This splits discourses and experiences of unpaid work, masking how for some free work is bound up with resistance and the ability to refuse, while for others there is inevitability and only a sense of hope that it will eventually be something they can avoid or escape. Our data suggests these differences serve to reinforce the sense of inevitability of unpaid work for those from less affluent social origins. The more affluent are able to blur the distinction between work and life. This issue, our data suggests, is a discourse that is also prevalent in older CCI workers, regardless of social origin. However, for older workers, the work/life distinction associated with their CCI occupation was enabled by various aspects of the welfare state (McRobbie, 2016) . We close with data from this group, before turning to engage more substantively with the implications of a sense of autonomy with regard to unpaid work being shared by older CCI workers and younger, affluent origin CCI workers, but not those entering the labour market for cultural jobs from the working class.
Stratifying unpaid work: the role of age and career stage
Here we use the final cluster of themes from the interview fieldwork to develop Percival and Hesmondhalgh's (2014) analysis, highlighting the way in which the stratification, by age or career stage, and by social origin, of accounts of unpaid work serves to reinforce the sense of inevitability of working for free and the sense that unpaid work may be a good or positive practice.
For a minority of our older respondents, when asked about having worked unpaid or for free, they would simply say no, moving on to the next question in the schedule, but, tellingly, would point to some element of volunteering or gifts as a form of unpaid work. As with elite social origin younger respondents, the ability to choose was key:
' No, and I never would. No, no, no, no, no These comments also remind us of the uneven geography of the UK's creative industries (Kemeny, Nathan & O'Brien, 2019) , a vast subject beyond the scope of the present paper.
Conclusion
We have addressed two research questions, to what extent is working in CCI occupations precarious; and is unpaid labour, and thus precariousness, in CCIs socially stratified? We've shown how, in a web survey dataset, working for free seems endemic to CCIs. However, we've developed this understanding by showing the stratification of unpaid labour, and thus precariousness, by age and career stage, and by social class origin. Our interview data has demonstrated important differences surrounding the sense of choice and autonomy associated with unpaid work, how unpaid work takes different forms, and how cultural memory will be an important area for developing new research on this subject.
This analysis reinforces recent theoretical (McRobbie 2016) and empirical (Percival & Hesmondhalgh 2014 ) research on unpaid work in CCIs. We have reinforced Percival and Hesmondhalgh's (2014) findings with a large-scale dataset.
There are important differences between those older, more established, cultural workers and those, often younger, who are more recent entrants to cultural careers.
Identifying these differences allows our analysis to demonstrate how both experiences of and attitudes towards free labour are stratified according to the resources, economic, cultural and social, granted by class origins. While the 'inevitability' of free or unpaid labour is a common experience to newer entrants to the labour market, this both masks important differences and complicates the possibility of social solidarity against exploitation.
The argument, of the need for a nuanced understanding of the stratification of the experience of free work by age or career stage and social class complements arguments by Siebert and Wilson (2013) and Umney and Kretsos (2013) , who have demonstrated the uneven distribution of the acceptance or otherwise of unpaid labour. By offering further empirical evidence for the different meanings and experiences of unpaid labour, we draw attention to the need for a similarly nuanced understanding of precariousness. McRobbie (2016) has already suggested the need for caution when narrating precariousness in CCIs as a unique phenomenon. We go further, suggesting the differences in unpaid labour in our dataset are differences in precariousness. This has implications for challenging the negative impacts of precariousness, particularly if those from affluent origins experience a core element of precariousness as a choice. They are, therefore, unlikely to be a source of the social solidarity needed to open creative occupations to all.
